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CHAPTER J 



OVERVIEW 



I ntroduction 

The National Teacher Center Resource Center (Resource Center), 
located in Rhode Island, has a contract with the federal Department of 
Education. The purpose of the contract is to provide technical assis- 
tance and services to the 44 states/territories that have a total budget 
of close to 1.3 million dollars .to serve the 99 Teacher Centers within 
theirxborders. The Resource Center provides information and technical 
assistance to help the states/territories fulfill three mandated areas cf 
responsibility! These are: (1) reviewing Teacher Center proposals; 
(2) providing technical assistance, to federally funded Teacher Centers in 
their region; and (3) disseminating information aboutSfeacher Center pro- 
ducts and results. The states/territories are reimbursed by the federal 
Teacher Centers Prugram for fulfilling these responsibilities. 

Several years ago, state/territoj^ Teacher Center coordinatorc , 
teacher leaders tnd local Teacher Center project directors across the 
nation expressed an interest in the structures and kinds of activities the 
various states/territories were using to deliver information and assistance. 
In response to this request, the Resource Center undertook an effort to 
document and describe state/ territory activities, and to share the find- 
ings with state and federa^Jeacher Canter officials and other groups 
interested in TeachfT- Centers. During 1979-80 the Resource Center designed 
and carried out a process for collecting the necessary information from 
the state/ territory coordinato -s and compiled a report on the findings. In 
1980-8'1 1;he Resource Center further refined the process for documenting 
the services oi state/ territories to federally funded Teacher Ceriters, and 
then collected, recorded and compiled information about the state/territory 
support activities. 



Description of the 1980-81 Documentation Effort 

Vhe Resource Center, with the cooperation of the state Teacher Center 
coordinators, collected the following types of information from svates re- 
ceiving Teacher Center funds: , 

0 a description of the pvopohol fizvieM pA.ocfc6A, for 
which states are reimbursed $50 per proposal , carried 
, . out by states to evaluate proposals seeking FY 1981 

• (1981-82) funding through the federal Teacher Centers 
Program; 

• background in^onmcuUon on &Utz ^ta^^ing to provide 
services to federally funded '.eacher Centers; and 

• documentation of the specific activities paid for by 
the 10 percent state entitlements to provide tzchn^cal 
oAAlitanct (including pKopoAcit development) and (Lu>- 
timination tvivicu. ■ 

Services provided to Teacher Centers solely at state expense in salaries 
or other ^rect costs were not included as part of this documentation 
effort. ' 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The data for this report were obtained using tiM inAtn-mznU- 

1) activity logs submitted by the state Teacher Center coordinators and 

2) a state background survey (see Append-x A). The activity logs recorded 
information describing three areas of service: proposal development, tech- 
nical assistance, and dissemination. The logs contained data for each 
activity on: 

0) the oAca Oj( 6t^vAtQ (proposal development, technical 
assistance or dissemination); 

(2) the tW piiKiod wh^n the activity was conducted (if 
documenting a single activity) or tne iKtquzncij of tne 
activity (if documenting -a continuous or periodic 
activity); 

(3) the primary mcdiud ion ..VAue^.'/ of tne service; 
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(4) the acU\jUy iJt&dli, including^nformation on the 
pfiovidiiM, ard xtauvd^ t)f service'; 

(5) the puA.po&e. of the activity; 

(6) the tiim-^pe-nt by the state Teacher Center coordinator, 
regardless of source of funds for salary, or by other • 

• • state education agency (SEA) staff paid in who.e or part 
through the 10 percent state entitlement; 

(7) mouni and puApo^e. zxpQ.nditnh.2M from the state en- 
titlement used to support the activity; 

». 

(8) puJipoi^Q. of any ^tuta iniUnd contAibuXionA toward the 
activity; and 

(9) outcomes of the activity, anticipated or actual. 

Tne background survey contained information primarily about the funded 
state Teacher Center Coordinators, including unit to which he/she 1s assigned, 
level within the organizational structure of the SEA (Chief *= level 1). and 
additional roles which the coordinator serves. Salary and time informa- 
tion were also obtained on the state coordinator, regardless of source of 
funds for salary, and for other professional and clerical support whose • . 
salaries were paid in whole or part from the 10 percent state entitlement 
received from the federal Teacher Centers Program. 

Correspondence and verbal conmuni cations from the Resource Center were 
used to ^ftcourage participation.' The 44 states/territories having at least 
one Teacher Center project funded through the federal Teacher Centers Pro- 
gram were e'ligible to participate. Of these.' 40 states (9n) chose to 
participate and' returned the background survey, but only 32 states (72%) ' 
documented their servi*ces. (Listed in Appendix B are the names of the 
states that have federally funded Teacher Centers and the number of feder- 
ally funded Teacher Centers in each. The 11st also indicates the states that 
participated in the study and the number of activities documented in each 
oi the three areas of service.) The activity logs were collected by the 
Resource Center in January, February and May. 1981. 
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Reporting 

This report. highlights the methodoTogy and findings on the background 
information and describes services logged for this documentation ef-^rt. A 
more detailed finaf. RapoMt on the documentation findings is available under 
separate cover through the Resourcfe Center. Also available from the Re- 
source Center are detailed reports on the backgrqund findings and the pro- 
posal review processes used by states. ^ , 

* • 

Focus^ to the Reader ^ 
In reviewing the report findings, there are several points the reader 
should keep in mind. The first is that the study design was limited to 
ttcHnicaZ CL&6l6ta.nc.e. and dl66ejnination AOAvicu pfiovAxie.d tkKoagh the. 10 
peAcdnt (LntUlemeM to itatu with federally funded Teacher Centers by the 
federal Teacher Centers Program. It does not include other services to 
Teacher Centers provided solely through state support or through stnte sup- 
port in concert with programs other than the federal Teacher Centers Program. 

A second point relates to the framework and definitions used In this 
study. Tiirough their acceptance of the 10 percent state entitlements, 
states agree to provide services in two areas: technical assistance and dis- 
spmi nation. For puApo6t& oi thJU Atady, a segment of technical assistance 
was separated from that area of service and i=<beled proposal development; 
therefore, the findings are presented for XMea areas of services pKopotat 
dzveZopimnt, tzchnical cuA-Utance., and di&AminatLon, 

Finally, the reader should bear in mind the limitations Inherent in a 
written survey. Of particular concern here is the difficulty for the respon^ 
dent to capture in writing, primarily in an objective format, events which 
may be complex both in design and delivery. This limitation was minimized, 
to the extent possible, by modifying procedures and format based on the pre- • 
vious year's pilot study, by providing technical assistance and training at 
cluster meetings, and by follow-up telephone calls as needed. 
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DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPATING STATE 



Number of States Participating and Activities Documented 

The 32'states who participated in the documentation effort recorded 
a total of 295 activities.. These 32 states serve 81 {73X) of the 99 
Teacher Center projects funded by the federal Teacher Centers Program. 
Some (92) of the 295 documented activities were periodic or repeating, that 
is, occurring more than once during FY 1980 (1980-81). The i9§ activities 
represented: 

t 33 activities in the area of proposal development 
assistance (reported by 15 states); 

• 211 activities describing technical assistance 
(reported by 32 state's); and 

f 51 dissemination activities- (reported bj^23 states). 

Background information on Participating States 

All 32 states that submitted activity logs, plus eight, additional 
states that did not document their activities in serving federally funded 
Teacher Centers, completed the background survey. Background information 
about the 40 states showed tfiat: 

t most Teacher Center cportlinators, in reinion to the Chief 
State School Officer^ as level one,* are located within Izvali 
thA&& through ii\>& in the organizational structure of their 
SEA'sv 

t the units to which the majority of state Teacher Center co- 
ordinators are assigned and, therefore, in which Teacher 
Center responsibilities for service to federally funded 
Teacher Centers are housed, are StaU Vzvelopmznt/JrueAVAXiz 
BducaXlon apd/or TmckzA E(kuiation/CzJ£tiilaULon} 



*The term "levels" was used in this stiWy to designate the number of 
people in the bureaucratic structure of the SEA located between the 
Xhief State School Officer (level one). and the state Teacher Center 
coordinator. This approach Was adopted because of the many differences 
in titles and the meanings of responsibility associated with those titles 
among the various SEA's. 

no 



• the majority of Teacher Center coordinators allocate J 5 ;» 

t the most commoft additional roles of the state Teacher Center 
coordinator are HaJUoYwJi CounciZ oi Statu ioK In^^vict Edu- 
avUon (WCSIE; delagata, leMihoA CoKp^ tavUon^ and twihVi 
ceAt^iicxUioii oiil(^Lal} 

• i'i\)(L htxjJtv^ havt elQAlail ^uppoKt 4^taii and ifUn^ 6tatu 
hav^ pKoiU6ix)nat 6taii in addition to x^ie 4tate cooKdim- 
toK to serve federally funded Teacher Centers, but the 
amount oi tbnt contributed by the clerical and professional 
support staff vanJith vold^Jty among the nine states; and 

f 16 oi tha 40 litjCLtU" do not iiba.izddMl TexichQA CentoA Vhjo- 
g/uM 'iunjd6 ioK 6aJtaAy} of the other 14 states, 13 spend 
45 percent or less of their state entitlements on salary, 
leaving 55 percent or more of their federal funds^avail- 
able to support program activities and related efforts. 

The findings on background and staffing for the 32 states who comple- 
ted both the background survey and documentation logs show no major differ 
ences in the results from thoie for all 40 states, which are noted above. 

The 32 states that submitted both the background survey and une or 
more activity log may be further described by the following information: 

t The 32 states represent 73 percer^t of the funded; states/ terri- 
tories . 

f Within the seographic boundaries of the 32 states are 81 
Teacher Center projects, which represent 82 percent of 
^ the federally funded Teacher Centers. 

• The federal Teacher Center budgets of the 32 states for' 
FY 1980 range from $5,500 to $194,500 and, together, the 
total state entitlement? of the 32 states amount to . 
$1,0)6,621, which is 83 percent of the $1,289,430 reim- 
bursed to all 44 states/territories by the federal Teacher \ 
Centers Program. 

• NineteW of the 32 states reported no use of state entitle- 
ments to support salary. The remaining 13 states earmarked 
$232,052 for sal arises, wliich represents 22 percent of their 
total state ervtitlements; among the 13 states, the percentage 
of funds allocated for salary ranges from a low of 13 percent 
to a high of 92^ percent. The 32 states provided logs of 



activities which account for an aclditional $661 ,357 which 
is 61 percent of their total entitlement of $1,076,621. 
The combined salary and activity costs total $893,409 which 
represents 83 percent of the total entitlement for the 32 
^ states. Further, this total amount of $893,409 accounts 

•for 69 percent of the $1,289,430 ceintursed to all 44 stages/' 
territories by the federal Teacher" Centers Program. 

• t The latter total of $893,409 does not reflect $75,934 
reported by six states as carryover, as wel-1 as other 
carryover funds that may not have been reported by other 
* states because the survey did not seek this information. 

The statistics presented in this report reflect the 10 per- .« 
•cent state entitlements, wUhout carryover funds. : 

This report, therefore, represents services prov.ideo by ,32 of the 
44 states with fedtrally- funded Teacher Centers. These 32 states logged 
295 activities tp serve the 81 Teacher Center projects within their bowlers 
and also documented salary and activity costs of $893,409; this' figure re- 
''"lects 83 percent of their total state entitlements of $1,076,6^1. / • 
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CHAPTER 3 



SUMMARY OF STATE TEACHER CENTER SERVICES 

Introduction ^ 

The descriptions provided by 32 states of the ?95 activities they 
documented convey an interesting assortment of services delivered through 
the 10 percent entitlements to states from the federal Teacher Centers 
Program, services supplemented in many instances (183/62%) by state 
inkind contributions. The majority of the documented activities (211/ 
72%) were classified as technical assistance, but also included proposal 
development (33/lU) and dissemination services (51/17%)/ Further, the 
purpose and type of acJvities documented appear to reflect fulfillment 
of the intent and objectives of the state role in serving Teacher Centers, 
and the reported outcomes reflect the intent of providing information 
about Teacher Centers, increasing skills among Teacher Center project 
staff and policy boards, and enhancing attainment of project objectives. . 

The summary of which follows describes the major flnding(s) regardir^i 
the services which are represented in this report. 

V 

Time Span 

Single events/activittes were completed at a fairly consistent rate 
during the 12-month period covered by. the docianentatton effort, with* the 
exception of Deceiver 1980 and January 1981 as peak months. Caution, how- 
ever, is advised in interpreting thejnformation about frequency of ac- 
tivities according to the month in which they were completed. It cannot 
be concluded that the highest or lowest number of activities occurred 
during any giVen month because not all services provided oy the 32 states 
•were reported. 

Tor activities which were continuous or occurred at periodic intervals 
(92/31%), the frequency of activity most often cited was 5-6 times per year, 
followed next In frequency by twice a yearr. 



Methods for Delivering Servic es 

The majority of activities were carried out using a single delivery 
method. Most frequently cited delivery methods for each area of service 
were: 

• pKopoiol dzviUopmant - telephone, written correspondence, 
meeting at the local site; 

• technical (UilktoLnce. - workshop or conference, on-site 
meeting, meeting at location other than the Teacher 
Center site; and 

• dUiznination - written correspondence, on site meeting, 
meeting at location other than the Teacher Center site. 



Description of Services ^ ^ 

A variety of activities were conducted in providing proposal develop- 
ment, technical assistance and dissemination services. The activities 
most frequently cited are described in Table 1. The two top-ranked ac- 
tivities for each area ^ "^vice were: * 

• pwpoioJi devju.. ,.Lt (33 activities documented): (1) pro- 
viding technical assistance in planning or developing a 
proposal (18/55X); and (2) notifying groups about pertinent 
information (17/52«); 

• -t&chruca£ <U4X6-tanc& (211 activities documented) : (1 ) pro- 
viding linkage with groups (79/37%); and (2) providing 
financial support for travel to attend state, regional or 
national meetings or conferences (73/35%); and, 

t dlt.6mlmUon (51) activities documented : (1 ) publishing and/ 
or distributing written information (30/50%); and (f) Provid- 
ing financial support for preparation bf materials (14/27%). 

A more detailed analysis of the data, beyond that which is displayed 
in Table 1, indicated that about half of the services (18 activities, 54% 
of all proposal development activities) involved a combination of any two 
or all three of, the following activities: notifying groups, providing 
proposal writing training, and providing technical assistance in planning 
or developing a proposal. 
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Table 1 

MOST FRZQUENTLY CITED ACTIVITIES FOR 
EACH AREA OF SERVICE 
Frequency/Percentage 



Areas of Service 


Rank 


Acti vity 


N/%* 


Proposal 
Development 


1 


Provided Technical Assistance 
in Planning/Developing Proposal 


18/55% 




2 


No''"ified Groups 


17/525C" . 




3 


Critiqued Proposal Draft 


12/36% 




4 


Provided Assistance for Continuation 
Proposal 


7/21JC 


1 ccnn 1 ca i 
Assistance 


1 


Provided Linkage with Groups 


79/37% 




2 


Provider) Financial Support to 
Attend Meetings/Conferences 


73/35% 




3 


Linked Clients to Consultants 


48/23% 




4 


Accessed State/Federal Resources 


45/21% 




5 


Provided Services/Training 


40/19% 


Oisseninati on 


1 


Published/Distributed Written 
Inf ormati on 


30/59% 




2 


Provided Financial Support for 
Materials Preparation 


14/27% 


«. 


3 


Provided Technical Information 


11/22% 




4 


Other 


10/20% 



* Percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does not ia 
elude activities classified as "other" and (2) some activities are cited 
more than once because they were carried out in combination with other 
activities. 
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Technical assistance activities most frequently documented were pro- 
viding linkage with groups (79/37% of the technical assistance activities) 
and providing financial support for travel to attend state, regional or 
national meetings or conferences (73/35%). Also cited in 19 to 23 percent of 
the logs were the following: linking clients to consultants or experts in 
a yiven area, helping clients to access state or federal resources to serve 
the needs of the Teacher Center projects, and providing consulting services 
or training in topics of interest to the clients. 

Examples of topics cited when linking to experts included: basic 
skills and testing; subject areas such as science, consumer education and 
physical education; needs assessment, program planning and managment; stress 
management; and computers. Sample topics for training included: basic 
skills; obtaining grants; funding services; record keeping; state and local 
planning for inservice needs; and media production. 

Sev£ral of the major technical assistance activities occurred with 
notable frequency in combination with each other. These combinations were: 

0 linking clients to consultants/experts in a given area and 
(a) responding to technical questions or (b) providing ser- 
vices/training, or (c) helping clients access state or federal 
resources to serve the needs of the Teacher Center project; 

0 providing linkage with Teacher Centers or related groups at 
the state, regional or national levels and providing finan- 
cial support for attendance at state, regional or national 
meetings or conferences. 

Dissemination activities most often involved the publication or distri- 
bution of written information, such as brochures and newsletters about 
Teacher Centers (30/595^ of the documented dissemination activities). Activi- 
ties also noted by 20 to 27 percent of the respondents were: providing fin- 
ancial support for preparation of materials, such as filming and printing, 
providing technical information about the design or distribution of com- 
munications about Teacher Centers, and "other" activities, such as pro- 
viding speakers and presentations to state professional and comnunity 
groups interested in learning about Teacher Centers. In the area 
of dissemination services, only two activities occurred with each other 
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witn notable frequency. These were: assisting/developing materials and 
publishing or distributing written information. 



Providers of Service s 

State Teacher Center coor^ ^ators were clearly identified as the most 
frequent providers of service in all three areas of service. Consistently 
ranked second in frequency as providing services were other SEA staff, and 
placing third as service providers were Teacher Center project staff. 

A review of combinations of role groups in providing services showed 

that: 

t for proposal development and dissemination - the State 
* Teacher Center Coordinator nx)st often provided these servi- 
ces alone or with involvement from other SEA staff; and 

t for technical assistance - the State Teacher Center Coordi- 
nator generally provided these services alone or with SEA 
staff or Teacher Center project staff. 

Recipients of Service 

Table 2 displays, in rank order for each area of service, the role 
groups most frequently served. The two client groups most often served, 
in each area of service, were: 

9 p*iopo6cU de.velopn\Q.ntr. (1) federal Teacher Center project 
staff, and (2) LEA administrators; 

t tdchyiical o^tAj^tancz: (1) federal Teacher Center policy 
boards, and (2) federoi Teacher Center project staff; 

§ dlb^zrnincitloni (1) LEA teachers, and (2) federal TeacKer 
Center project staff and LEA administrators. 

Within each area of service. Teacher Center project staff was the 
client group most often cited, emerging in 60 to 80 percent of the activi- 
ties as a client group served. For each the top ranked activities 
in each area of^^vice. Teacher Center project staff always ranked first or 
second in frequency 'as beneficiaries of the services provided. 

17 
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Table 2 



ROLE GROUPS MOST FREQUENTLY SERVED 
" FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE 
Frequency/Percentage 



Aress of Service 


Rank 


xo 1 e or u 1 1 en t uruup 


H/%* 


Proposal 
Development 


•1 


Federal Teacher Center Project Staff 


24/73X 




2 


LEA Administrators 






3 


LEA Teachers 


11/33% 




4 


IHE Personnel 


10/30X 




5 


Federal Teacher Center Policy Boards 


7/21% 


Technical 
Assistance . 


1 


Federal Teacher Center Policy Boards 


159/75% 




2 


Federal Teacher Center Project Staff 


144/68% 




3 


SEA Coordinators /Staff 


73/35% 




4 


LEA Teachers 


62/29% 




5 


" LEA Administrators 


36/17% 


Dissemination 


1 


LEA Teachers 


33/65% 




2 


Federal Teacher Center Project Staff 


28/55% 




2 


LEA "Administrators 


28/55% 




3 


IHE Personnel 


23/45% 




4 


Other SEA Staff 


14/27% ' 



* Percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does not in- 
clude aQ.tivities classifi<ed as "other" and (2) some activities are cited 
more than once because they were carried out in combination with other 
activities. 
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In numbers of participants. Teacher Center project staff again mst 
often received state services, followed next by LEA teachers and 
federal Teacher Center policy board members, "^he majority of activities 
were implemented to serve small groups, with a group size of one to five 
people most frequently cited for all client groups. For each area of 
service, the findings on group size indicated the following: 

services most often provided to groups of 10 or less people; 

services most often provided to groups of one to five peo- 
ple, with the exception of a single client group; close 
to half of the technical assistance activities involving 
teachers were targeted to groups larger than 100 people; 

greater mix of small and large group activities, with 
this area of service claiming the highest percentage of 
activities serving large groups. 

Purpose of Activities 

The two most frequently cited reasons for activities in each area of 
service were: 

§ pnjopo^al dtvztopmmti (1) providing planning or proposal 
design assistance, and (2) providing or facilitating the ex- 
change of information; 

• tzcknical cu4>AJitanc2 : (1) providing or exchanging infovniation, 
and (2) improving communications; 

t du6minaXix)n: (T) creating awareness and understanding of 
Teachers Centers, and (2) providing or exchanging information. 

For many activities, multiple purposes were reported. 
Outcomes 

An 295 documented activities reported anticipated and/or actual out- 
comes, and most activities cited multiple outcomes. The two most frequently 
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noted outcomes, whether anticipated or actual, for each area of service 
were: 

• pnx)po6al dzvzloprrmnt: (1) proposal developed, and (2) skills 
or knowledge increased; 

• tzchnical dbhAJbtjxnzz: (l)iskins or knowledge increased, 
and (2) project goals supported; 

• dAJbhmlYWution: (1) written information disseminated, and 
(2) skills or knowledge increased. 



Resources, Including Fundin g 

Several types of support were examined for each documented activity: 
time spent, direct expenditures* and inkind contributions. The majority of 
all docunriented activities required two or more days of time on the part of 
state staff to coordinate and/or carry out the needed services. For each 
area of service, the follpwing amounts of time were most often noted: 

t p^opo^al dzveloffmrvt and du6mlnatijon - 5 to 10 hours; 

' • ttckniait <u6Utancp^ - two or more days. 

Table 3 describes items or expenditure for Teacher Center funds in each of 
the three areas of service. A review of this and other reported informa- 
tion shows that: 

• Of the 295 documented activities, 46 reported no expenditures; the 
remaining 259 activities combined showed expenses of $661,357, a 
figure which, when combined with salary costs from the 10 percent 
state entitfements to the 32 states ($232,052) equals $893,409 and 
accounts tor 83 percent of the funds to those states from the fed- 
eral Teacher Centers Program. 

t For all activities combined, the largest amount of money ($274,«97/ 
42%) was used to provide 11 grants to Teacher Center projects; the 
large majority of these were technical assistance grants and gener- 
ally reflect the kinds of services documented by the states in the 
technical assistance category. 



♦Direct expenditures exclude salary costs for the state Teacher Center 
coordinator, or for other SEA staff whose salaries are paid in whole or 
part through the federal Teacher Centers Program. 
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Tab! e 3 



EXPENDITURES OF TEACHER CENTER FUNDS 
BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY AND ITEM 



Iterii of 
Expenditure 



Personnel 

Materials, Sup- 
plies, Printing 

Travel , Lodging, 
Per Diem 

4 

5i Meeting Rooms 

Conference 
Registration 

Grants to Teacher 
Centers 

Other 

^- - 

Totals 
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Areas of Service 



Proposal Development Technical Ass^tance Dissemination 



$2,462 
1,882 

3,15^ . 



15 



.7,518 



$ 56,903 
31,476 

172,322 

450 
2,748 

274,497 

56,655 

$595,051 



$19,412 , 
24.761 

4,100^ 

1,400 



1,600 
7,515 
$58,788 



- All 
Acti vities 



$ 78,777 
58.119 

179.581 

1.850 
2.748 

276.097 

64.185 

$661,357 
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• Travel expenses were the second most frequently cited item of exr 
penditure {$179, 581/27%) and generally provided for attendance of 

. Teacher Center project staff and policy board at 'state, regional 
or national meetings, or supported travel costs for consultants 
to provide training and other services. 

Within each area o'f service, the major findings were: 

• xM'pobaZ. d&vzlopm&ifvt 

costs were generally low, relfecting less than one percent 
of all direct expenditures reported; the highest cost - 
for proposal development - supported travel; 

•' tzchnicaZ 0L&6li>ta.ncc 

most (90%) reported costs were logged for this area of 
service, with the most substantial expenses reported, in 
•rank order, for grants tb Teacher Center projects, travel, 
and then personnel (consultants, non-SEA staff); 

• (Uj,6mination 

nine percent of all direct expenditures were logged for this 
area of service, and costs, most often reflected materials, 
supplies or printing,' followed next by personnel expenses. 

Inkind contributions by SEA's wfere notei for the majority (185/62%) 
of all documented activities, and were most often made in the personnel 
(SEA staff) category. Contributions of materials, supplies or printing 
services were also made in about one-fourth of the activities. 



* * * * * 

\ 



foK th& A-n-teAe^tzd xzadeA, tkz Tlml Upo^ incZudu a. chaptfLA 
bfU&i dtiCAipUon& oi idlzcted acJx^Ucti thz oazm, oi pnapoMl 
de.vziopm&nt, t&chnlcAl (U,6l&tanc& and dA^^>e.mimUon. Ex.amptu «eAe 
izlejcXzd to fL&H&cX top fiankzd typti oi acXivltieA and to display 
vaUoMj amom th& activ^zA uUXk fLtip&ct to: deUveAy meXhodi, 
p/LOu-cdm and a.(Lc<U\><iA& ojJ -iZAvicu, puApoiU and oatcomti, and 
nam 'in^^uouAcz utiUzaUon. ** In eiAence, th& &xajmpi(U, pnov^de.^ 
bnA.&LbLLt,CiOncAzt(L dziCAiptloni, oi activiUu thaX weAe ^wmafu^d 
in thh chaptzA. TkU in^omaUon, "SUexUed Stat& AcUvi^(U,, 
]9$0-6l," l6 avaHablz upon fi&qaut iKom tke. ReAouAce CeitteA. 
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Discussion ^ * 

The purpose of the documentation effort was to describe the ways in 
which Teacher Center services were provided by statej^during FY 1980 
(1980-81) and to share the findings with key groups. Based on the find- 
ings, three areas of interest have been identified for discussion: net- 
working, clients of state Teacher Center services, and the role of SEA 
staff in' providing services. 

Networking . An underlying theme of networking emerges when the 
primary activities (reported in Table 1) are viewed as a whole. The far- 
mat for these activities involves both written communications and face-to- 
face interaction, but more often reflects the latter through meetings on 
or off-^te and workshops or conferences. 

A review of networking within the context of dissemination, as defined 
by the National Institute of Education (NIE) indicates that the 295 docu- 
mented activities appear to reflect all four NIE levels of dissemination. 
The levels are defined as: 1) one-way sharing of information (from sender 
to receiver), 2) two-way communications, 3) choice, and 4) implementation. 
Networking at the first two levels are evident in activities such as noti- 
fying groups about deadlines, regulations, etc. and in publishing or 
distributing written information about Teacher Centers. ■ Examples of ac- 
tivities in levels two, three and four include: providing- linKage to 
other Teacher Centersvor relevant groups and providing financial support 
fov attendance at state, regional andv national meetings or conferences; 
linking clients to consultants or experts in a given area of need as Iden- 
tified by Teacher Center project staff and policy boards; providing skills 
training; *and;jissisting a project in meeting its objectives. 

Another dimension of networking pertains to the emergence of state 
Teacher Center coordinators and Teacher Center project staff from other 
states as relatively frequent providers of serviccss (ranked third as 
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service providers, involved in 46/16% of the 295 documented activities). 
The use of Teacher Center staff from other states appears to exemplify 
some 0* the benefits of networking among the states through meetings such 
as the cluster and regional meetings, plus regional and national meetings 
of the Resource Center and national meetings sponsored by the federal 
Teacher Centers Progreim. ^ * 

Clients of Teacher Center Services . The 295 documented services, as 
might be expected, largely reflect services to the primary target group, 
the Teacher Center projects. ' Heavily represented within this group, espe- 
cially in the area of technical assistance, are Teacher Center project 
staff and policy boards. ' ^ 

In the technical assistance category, where the majority (211/72%) of 
the activities were logged, federal Teacher Center policy boards are most' 
often cited as the recipients of service through their involvement in three- 
fourths (157/75%) of all technical assistance activities. Ranked second 
as clients' of technical assistance services are Teacher Center project ' 
staff who were .noted as clients in slightly more than two-thirds (144/68%) 
of all technical 'assistance services provided through the SEA's. 

Thes? findings reflject a relatively high frequency of services to the 
decision-making body of the Teacher Center project, groups comprised of a 
majority of teachers. They also indicate a high concentration of services 
to those charged with responsibility foe carrying out the daily tasks that 
have been identified by the projects to, achieve their goals. These results, 
along with efforts to serve other client groups where appropriate, appear 
to nrirror the intent and objectives of the federal Teacher Centers Office 
in providing the 10 percent entitlements to SEA's. 

Findings from the 295 documented services indicate that the state 
Teacher Cei.ter role becomes operational often by direct involvement of the 
state Teacher Center coordinator and other SEA staff in providing services 
to client groups. These two groups were ranked fiRst and second, respec- 
tively, in providing services in all three areas - proposal development, 
technical assistance and dissemination. On a Relative basis, other groups 
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were involved in providing services on a considei^ly less frequent 
basis. W 

Another noteworthy finding by its abservce is that outside consultants 
were not ranked among the top four providers of service in any of the three 
areas of service. This seems to reflect heavy emphasis on the use of SEA 
staff primarily, but also inclydes substantive involvement of two other 
groups: Teacher Center project staff from within a state, and Teacher 
Center project and ^EA staff from other states. As previously noted, the 
findings on providers of service likely reflect benefits of networking both 
within and among states. 



Recommen dations 

J 

Several recommendations are offered based on the finding^ of the 
FY 1980 documentation effort. The recommendations reflect both program and 
process' suggestions. ' . . 

Program recommendations are presented first, and relate to each of 
these groups: the federal Teacher Centers Program, the Resource Center, and 
SEA*s» These include: 

• tkz itioJial goveAment ojOYitAjmioJ^ to mdou^ a fwlz ioK 
i>tatZ6 to piov4jdz technical aAiiJiMtancz and dZ66emmtlon 
4eAu^ce6, thzn 6tate zrvtLttmejfi^ ihouZ^ be continuzd be- 
cause the activities documented appear to reflect fulfill- 
ment of that role* However, ^unXheA cuUzntion should be 
given to thz piovlMlon by SWh oi gAant^ to Teaa/ieA. Cent^A 

^ p^ojzcts. Whereas the actual number of grants is relatively 
small (11 )» the amount of direct expenditures in this cate- 
gory is relatively large ($274,497/42%). The granting pro- 
cess should be examined further to determine when or in what 
circumstances this process might be appropriate or desirab>e 
or, convex iely, if it should be discouraged or disallowed. 

• At thz izvzU oi thz i^QAol Izackvi CzntoM VKognm, thz Re- 
AouAce ContoA and SEA'^ tkaAd hhouJbi be a continued ziioKt to 
piomott and ^tA^^ngthm neXMAking. Jhis concept was predomi- 
nant among the 295 documented actij/ities and apparently is 
viewed by the groups who foster networking as ^n effective 
strategy for del.i/ering services and assisting client groups 
to achieve their goals. ' (TJhe client perspective will be 
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. addressed ir> the process recommendations Also networking 
'-.would be especially critical if a shift is made by the fed 
era! government to provide consolidated programs/block grants 
^ to local and state ^nci*. 

• Statu ihouU (Lxamint, possibly through a needs assessment, 

ckarvt 9^oup6 who a/te at d^^^mnt ^*^9^ .^^f^^^ operating - 
- skUn diLve&fmzyit. Wbereas states may generally be. operating 

araTprorr^atrjSints^ith ^n the NIE .<Jr^sjr "/'JSnJ^Srros * 
services to Teacher Center projects arid other client groups 
migXI be strengthened through greater ^J^^^^^L"" 
cept among SEA s,taff. Training in dissemination for SEA 
coordinators might be required. 

<;imilarlv th& ReAouAce CinKtA should com^^ conductotg-a 
n(Lejd& oi 'Mejnt'Qnxiup. ' ^ • ' 

' Two recommendations of (a process nature are offered. These reconinen- 

dations refer to possible future efforts .on documentation of SEA .services to 

Teacher Centers. , . 

omd othiA feet/ gkouU invotvejd viWi Tmcha/i C-mteM i'wa£d l)e 

nTmlttionA nxuAid hhoiild pnovJdz a. ^(tmnk ioK diuiAM^f^ 
about ^(i^pon^ibUUy ioK docmiu^ g . . the^ 
. Center or others and methodotaQy (several 
> regarding method are presented In the next recommendation) . 

Examples of questions that might t>e raised for possible study 
Include: ' ^ , ' 

Should the role oi the- states be continued? If so, ac-^ 

cording to Its preseQt .fllss^n or with minor or major 

alterations?^ > 
, Should other groups be" considered to provide services . 
- crrentfy SlSg p?^^^ If so. on what basis 

win decisions be made? . 

A»e services being provided i.. a cost-effective "wnj^J 
' 2nd is tl« benefit t>f the services commensurate with the 
.|evel o^federal (swd. state) effort? 



/ 
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The documentation findings reported herein should be reviewed by 
Teacher Center policymakers as one source of information pertaining to 
delivery .of Teacher Center services through the SEA's. 

• AJUeAnative>i> to tht pitite/U docwnontation dt&ign &koidd be. 
(Lxplonzd. The current (FY 1980) and previous year's (FY 1979} 
documentation strategies were developed as a first step in 
describing SEA services to Teacher Centers, and in the 
FY 1980 documentation the vast majority of funds (33%) were 
accounted for, reflecting both staff time and activities. 
The diverse activities described in this report, however, 
present but a limited picture of delivery of services by SEA's 
to their clients. Therefore, several examples of alternatives 
(nonexclusive of each other) to the current design are high- 
lighted and presetnted in priority order: 

(1) Identify states who are viewed as successful In 
delivering Teacher Center services, and examine 
the characteristics common to tfiese slateST'and 
share the findings among all states to guide the 
improvement of SEA services in the Teacher Center 
field. 

(2) Conduct case studies in several states to provide 
an indepth perspective on the functioning of states 
ill delivering services, types of SEA - client 
group interaction, and issues and problems en- 
countered and the goaVs achieved; 

(3) Obtain client group perceptions. of the utility and 
effectiveness of SEA services, a type of information 

* which could be used to help define success (1 above), 
or to assist in selecting sites for indepth study 
(2 above), or to examine already available documenta- 
tion information as a basis for further Interpretation 
of the findings; 

(4) Consider expanding the documentation of SEA Teacher 
Center services beyond those paid for in whole or part 
beyond the 10 percent state entitlements because it 
appears that many of the state entitlemants contri- 
bute just a portion, in some cases only a small portion, 
of tlie total state effort to serve -the Teachej Centers 
within their borders; the CMrrent, limited. documenta- 
tion perspective may present a somewhat false picture 

-of the level df -Effort aiid^services provided by some 
states to support Teacher Center projects and activi- 
ties. . ■ 
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APPENDIX A 
DATA COLLECTION FORMS: 

• Background Survey 

• Documentation Log 
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BACKGfKXJND INFORMATIOMi STATE TEACHER CENTER COOROINATCFS A^© SUPPORT STAFF 
(July, 1980 - Jun*, 1981) 



/ 



Thu U a ''one- tunc only AuAvew." Pl^OAz comply md mXum tkU (?o^ bu PecewbeA 1910 



to: M«rq«rttt« L. Edwardi, Assistant Diractor 
National Tsach«r Cantar Raaourca Center 
235 Propanade Street 
Providence, RI 07908 



•STATE: RESPdiDDrT: 



A. BACKGROUND OF STATE TEACHER CEirrER COORDINATOR. {PKCV^t AJfiiofUmtAMH kVUi iOK tkt pVUOH uho oUaUMj^ kotdA 



of Coordinator: ^ ^ 



2, Unit to which coordinator is assigned (e.^, XtodUA CVUliixiatADJii] i 



3« within the organizational structure, the level of the coordinator is: (Check one.) 

\Hott- Tht CUti State School OiUctA muld bt UuU K kU/k^ At£ond in cte^e muld be UvU t, etc.) 

level 1 (Otlef State saiool Officer) 

Level 2 

Level 3 

Level 4 

-0 

Level 5 

Other (specify) j ^ — — 



4. Additional organizationa/grotve or roles in **hich the state Teacher Center coordinator serves: 
(Check all that apply.) 



NCSIE Delegate 
Teacher Corps liaison 
Teacher Certification 
Title IV 

Disseaiination Capacity Building 
NAStRTC, voting mm t t t 
^ College Approvals 
otiisr (please specify) i 



o 
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^0OITIOH*L INTOWIATION ABOOT TEACHER CWTEB COOTOIHATOR MB) MCKCROOND INTOR^TIOT '^^^^^^^.,^^'1]^ 
TEACTER CEIffER SUPPORT mPP. (Loie J ihoutd iUOUbt Oit. O^f^ J*^^^^^. ?S ^^t^t^fiuB^Aj^S^i^ifcS ^1 

mii ihouid be pwvidal onlM H thtiA ialaiUu euit paid in «*u>tt oJi pwt pum tht 10 ptActiU mpoxX- <«" «* 
TeachtK CinttKi PmogKcm.) 



NAME 


posn 

EXACT TITLE 


ION 

^ PROGRAM ArIa 


% OP TIME ASSIGNS) 
TO TEACHER CENTER 
DUTIES 


AHOONT OF $ 
ALLOCATED 
FOR SAIARY 


% or FEDERAL TEMCRtR 
CENTER BUDGET TNtt 
REFLECTS 








% 


t 


% 


1« 

2. 






« 


s 


% 








% 




% 


3. 
4. 






% 


s 


% 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST OF PARTICIPATING STATES, 
NUMBER OF TEACHER CENTERS IN EACH STATE 
AND 

NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES DOCUMENTED BY EACH STATE 
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FREQUOia OF DOCtraiTCO AClfVmES 
FOR PAHTICIMTIIifi STATES 



Ntabtr of Actlvltlts Logged 



Totti 
Nuibtr of 
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N«t Of Fufidid 
Stilt TMCnir 

Contors 

• 


Proposal 
Otvtlopwowt 


Asslstinct 




Actlvltlts 
Docuntnttd 




2 


3 


1 


0 


Allikt 1 


1 


5 


• 

-I 


7 

7 


ArisoM* 1 


•* 


mm 






Arkinsts 2 


— 


4 


' — ^ 


5 


Ctllf^mlt 10 


mm 


4 


1 


5 


Connoetlcut 4 




6 


5 


11 


District or' 




14 




18 


VOIIMIil i 


1 


3 


r IwTiiNl i 


3 


15 


2 


20 


teorgl A * 2 




1 




1 












Idiho 1 


I 


9 


1 


i: 


Illinois 3 




4 


1 


5 


AIM 1 W * 


8 


20 


10 


38 


low** 1 










Kinsu 2 


I 


10 




11 


Kifitucky 3 


2 


1 


1 


4 


kMi f « ■ STNI b 










Naint 1 


I 


1 


1 


Z 


M»*vlAMi 2 




3 


1 


4 




2 


16 


2 


20 ' 


mCftigan £ 


* * 


^4 




16 


NlniMtota ^ - 3 




17 


1 


18 


IH««4««1nii1 3 
msiilliptli J 




7 




7 


nliSOtori"" 1 




















ifwi one 1 




5 


3 


8 


ttcvftda X 




2 




2 


New HflBshlro 1 




3 


1 


4 


raw wW mWj « 


3 


9 


5 


17 
















3 




3 


Mirth CtfollfiA* 2 






Mi 








2 




2 


UK 1 flmBNI 4 










flwaiMi t 


3 


10 


1 


14 


rfliuByivwrifl » 


1 
* 


4 


1 


6 


South CiroIlM 1 


mm 


2 




2 


TtmMttot 2 




5 


• 
1 


It 

9 


Tiitu 2 




6 


.5 


u 


Utih** ^ I 




mm 






VMMtfit '2 




1 




1 


Vlrglfilt** I . 


mm 








WMhIfictoii 3 


t 


5' 


2 


9 


.Wseofulri** 1 


mm 








Total 99 




211 


51 


295 



* Ifi^citts tUtti tUtt choN not to Hftldprtt In tht 4oa«itntatlon tffort* 
iMHaM tmm tnit pr^lM btekronntf infirimion but elmt not to 



LOG FOP DOCUMENTING TEACHER CENTER ACTIVITIES 
SwPPOPTED BY THE PEDLPAL TEACHER CENTERS PROGRAM 
(July, 1980 - June, 1981) « 



1, Jnciadz onlu thcAe cicXLV<.Zi(U involving thz 10* ^zdiMil f^mdinq, 

2. fen acUviU^ that oac ingoing o^ KtpzcXtd at tena^ ok im^2At a^zKvaZ^, out th^ iovn c.Uu^cnc. 
fox all othzn acXivUu^, uic owe tog iofm pe/t atti^Uy. 

3 Pizazz xztu^n docum.taUcn to,, to M^ooa^ L. EcAui^ ^. ^^^tant ViAzctoK. National UackzA Czntz. Re.ouAce 
Czntzx^ 255 P^mznadz StKzzt, P^v^^ewce, RI 02908 ~ 

bu Vzczjf*>ZA 22, T9«0 iofL <Ut acX^vOxz^ complztzd bztmzn JaZy-hiovzjmbzA, 19 
bu FzbMua^n rS, 1951 ^OK atUvAJUz^ complztzd rfo/tot^ VzczmbzA, 19$0 and JanuOAy, mi; and 
ba I, mi io^ acUv^z^ co^ztzd between HbmoAy-ApAU, mi and ioK antiUpatzd acUvO^z^ ouA^ng 



jj jiay and )unz, l^tl. 



RESPONDENT: 

SAME OF STATE: 



1. Briefly describe the activity t 



2. Rrspond to e.ther .u^st.on 2a or 2b; U doa^g a .i.glz act.vUy J;;;^^^^ i.^ZT^f^'b ' 

pe^S^Uc acUvAXy (e.q., quarterly newsletter, reqular telephone contact with centers), respond to 



imE: F-cW out a Iok inly oncz ioK 

an aUivlCy that ^ItA undZA 2b, 



Za. The date(s> of the activity was: 

2b. The activity tak^s place about: (check one) 

_^ twice a year 

three tunes a year 

four times a year 

five or SIX times a year -,- 

monthly 

bi-weekly 

«#eekly 

daily 

3. Th. EBSSSi -Rhodes) by which th. ..rvic. was d.llv.r.d w«: (Ch.cK thn r..pon..l-whlch b,.t cla.sxf.es th. -thod.) 

telep^ione 

written correspondence 

^ workshop or conference 

on-site meetinq 

raeetinq at sites other than at the Teacher ^Center project site 

other (specify) I . — ■ ' ' 
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Re.,x.nd r.n Oue.tion ^<t i£ <loc.n»tntinq p*opo4<U dtvitOfmAt. 4b it r^oortino UchnioU Oiiiitimti. .nd 4c if d.scribm, 

rf<iA4»J»M.rtat<.(?rt 4C1V^CC4. 

J«. Propos.1 D«velopnent ' (Check the r.8ponse(s) which best classifies the activity. Incidental items should not 
be checked.) 

notified .<roup(8) about pertinent information (e.q.. proposal reauirements or deadUnec.i 

provided training in proposal writing or related topic 

provided technical astittance in planning or develop inq a proposal 

critiqued draft of a new proposal and made suggestions about it 
provided assistance in the development or critique of a continuation proposal 

~_ other (specify): , . < ^ 

46, Technical Assistance (ChecJc the response(s) which best classifies the activity. Incidental items should not 
be checked. ) 

responds) to technical questions (e.c,.* about bylaws, evaluation) 

assisted in the design of a teacher needs a^sessnent 

linked clients to consultants/experts in a qiven area (specify topic! : 

provided consulting services or training (specify topic) t — 



assisted Teacher Center project in planning for inplementation 
provide 1 "trouble-shooting" assistance to a Teacher Center project 

assisted with/develop«i statewide plan for staff developnent which included Teacher Centers 

helped client access state or federal resources to serve the needs of the Teacher Center Project 

prdvided linkage with Teacher Centers or related groups at the state, regional or national levele 

provided financial support for attendance *t state, regional or national eeetings or conferwices 

provided vehicle (e.g., conference) through which Teacher Center projects could exchange infon»tion 
and ideas 

pro»id«I gr«.t to . Te.ch.r Center project consistent with local n««Is (Ple.« attach " J^i. lo, a 
doc»»nt, such as a copy of qr«»t .ward and budgrt, to help d.scrii* the services .ad. .».il-.l. 

through the grant.) 

contracted with a conmilt ant /agency to provide services to a Teacher Center 

a copy of the contract or a brief suwsary of it and the budget to help describe the services »ade 
^available through the contract.) 



other (specify): 



4c, Dissemination (Check the re.pon.e(s) which best classifies the activity. Incidentel items should not be cYmcXmAA 

assisted/developed materials (e.g.. audio-visual presentation) about Teacher Centers 

published or distributed written information (e,g.. brochure, newsletter) about Teacher centers 

provided technical information about the design or distribution of cos»unications about Teacher CentM 

provided financial support for preparation of materials (e.g.. filming, printing) 

other (specify) : . 



•Proposal review activities for proposals should be logged on a different form. 

'turn 
page 




Th« primary purr-os^-r-j) of the activity w.i.- ('h*-«J' tUv ti;HK»nni*Cs) wl.ich b^st cUs^iifies the activity, incidontal 
l»»!m«i ':houH not '.hO'-kfe'l. ) 

create awareness and 'mder .tandinQ of Teacher Centers 

to provxde information or facilitate the exchange of information 

to develop specific skills the client needs to accomplish a task or ob:)ectiv3 

to provide planning or desiqn asaistance 

to improve cotwrunications/networkinq 

to generate ideas for Teacher Center project activities 

to increase client groiip knowledge about references/resources 

to obtain increased support for Teacher Centers 

other (specify) : , ~ 

The service was provided by: (Check all that apply.) 

state Teacher^ Center coordinator 

other state education agency staff 

« 

Teacher Center project staff 

outside consultant (specify type of agency which employs the consultant, e.g., higher education, 

private consulting f lr») : 

other . — — ■ ^ 

Describe who received the service: (Check all that ipply and list the number of participant* for each.) 

\ NUMBER 

federal Teacher Center project staff 

federal Teach r Center project board 

Teacher Center staff or board funded through sources other than the Federal 
Teacher Centers Program 

local school district taach«rs — - 

local school district administrators 0 ■ 

higher education personnel — 

state Teacher Center wxjrdlnator/staf f 

state education ag«ncy staff (other than Teacher Center coordinator/sf af f) . . , • 

personnel from other staff deveXopsMnt program* (e.g.. Teacher Corps, 

Special Education) — 

other (specify): ^ — ^ ' ' ' ^ 

Expenditures from the 10% Federal Teacher Center. Program fund, spent for the activity vera; llxUud^ ^(UdAy CoUA 
ioK itatt T«£ichVL Cent^^ coo/uUjuUoaa and othtA ^upponX ^tnU i^^ 

a) for personnel (e.g., hired consultants) — ^ — ^ 

b) for materials/supplies ^^^—^—-^ 

c) for travel /lodging/per diem • • • , 

d) other 'specify): — — — ' * ' *— 



? 

^ turn i ^ 



/ 
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«) state inkind contributiont were made: VES 
b) l{ yes, the purpose U) wae: 
for person.\el 

for raaterials/auppliei 

for travel /lodging/per diem 

other (specify): ^ 



/_/ NO 



The approximate an«unt of time spent on the activity .by the state Teacher Center coordinator °' f ^^'^ ^ 

part or in total from the 10% federal fund, was: (Check one, total the amount of time if more than one person was 
involved.) 



less than 1 Hour 

1- 2 hours 

3- 4 hours 
5-10 hours 

2- 3 days 

4- 5 days 



activity, OA In Q^i^tion Zb, iMi^att 
tht total amount oi timt ^pvU on tht 
acJUyjfXy du^cng a cow^ptUt yiOA. 



^cre thanks days (specify) i 



The outcomes tt.at have taken place or that ere anticipated from the provision of this ^ice are: 
(Check all that apply.) • «CTUAL 



MfTZCZPATB) 



increased skillsAnowledge 

prcpoftal developed - 

Teacher Center operating i>re effectively 

increased use by clients of state or national resources 
specific product developed (specify): 



coomninications network established 

written infonnation disseminated 

supported goals of Teacher Center project (s).' 

supported evaluation activities of Teacher Center project(s). 
other (specify): „ 



Additional information or c o— snts about the activity: 



P 



ThMik Voat 



3C 



